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REMARKS 

The non-final Office Action mailed June 16, 2008 rejected claims 1-89, After entry of 
the present amendment, claims 1-89 remain pending in the application. The present amendment 
amends independent claims 1, 31, 41, 46, 50, 51, 72, 77, 81, 84, and 87, and dependent claims 3, 
4, 18, 20, and 75, to clarify the scope of the claimed inventions. The subject-matter of claim 17 
has been incorporated into at least independent claim 1, and claim 17 has been cancelled by the 
present amendment. Reconsideration of the application in view of the present amendment and 
following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 3 has been objected to for allegedly having an incorrect acronym for the term 
NACHA. By the present amendment, claim 3 has been amended accordingly and the objection is 
believed to be traversed. 

Claim 4 has been objected to for allegedly having an incorrect acronym for the term 
NACHA. By the present amendment, claim 4 has been amended accordingly and the objection is 
believed to be traversed. 

Claims 20, 66, and 75 has been objected to for allegedly having "exceed" where 
"exceeds" was most likely intended. By the present amendment, claims 20, 66, and 75 have 
been amended accordingly and the objection is believed to be traversed. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 
The Office Action rejected claim 6 as allegedly being indefinite for being unclear as to 
what is claimed. The Office Action further rejected claims 3 and 6 as allegedly being indefinite 
because the claims contain the tradename / trademark NACHA. The Office Action cites In parte 
Simpson, 218 U.S.P.Q. 1080 (BPAI 1982), in support of its rejection, however, the Board of 
Patent Interferences and Appeals (hereinafter the "Board") has stated that In parte Simpson is not 
a precedential decision, and further that there is no per se approach to terms which appear to be 
trademarks in claims. Id. at p. 9. Instead, the Board has clarified that it "must weigh, on a case- 
by-case basis, whether the disputed terms are used in the claims as indicators of the source of 
specific goods or whether the terms are used as labels for the generic goods, and in either case, 
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whether the goods are adequately defined, such that the bounds of the claims can be determined. 
Once a prima facie case has been established that the terms are asserted as trademarks (as 
opposed to being merely names in trade), the burden shifts to applicants to clarify whether the 
terms as used in the claims are intended to refer only to the goods provided under those marks by 
the trademark owner; and if not, to show that generic equivalents are recognized in the art. In 
that case, generic language should be substituted for the marks, due care being taken to avoid the 
introduction of new matter into the specification and claims." See Ex Parte John F. Casey, et ai, 
Appeal No. 2007-4317 (February 28, 2008). The Office Action has not asserted any evidence 
that the terms in dispute do not adequately define certain goods such that the bounds of the 
claims can be determined. In any instance, claims 3 and 6 have been amended to clarify that the 
claimed invention can include the element "formatting the information in a format provided by 
the National Automated Clearing House Association (NACHA), if the account is in the United 
States." (Underlining supplied). See Applicants' specification, paragraph [0010], The rejection 
is believed to be traversed. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 
The Office Action rejected claims 1-8, 12-13, 31-33, 37-40, 50-55, 59-60, and 70-71 for 
anticipation in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0034682 to Knight et al. {"Knight"). By 
the present amendment, independent claims 1, 31, 41, and 50-51 have been amended to clarify 
the scope of the claimed inventions. For example, claim 1 has been amended to include the 
elements "receiving information related to the cash transfer , wherein the information is provided 
in a file comprising a respective record for each cash transfer and a total amount of the cash 
transfers in all the records ; formatting the information into one of a plurality of formats based, at 
least in part, on a location of the account; receiving the file; summing the amounts of some or all 
of the ca s h transfers in each record; comparing the summed cash value to the total value; and 
rejecting the file if the summed value and the total value are different ". (Underlining supplied). 
Claims 31, 41, and 50-51 have been similarly amended. These amendments are fully supported 
by the Applicants' specification at least at paragraphs [0075] and [0077], which state in part that: 
[0075] The Platform 104 may also identify the transactions of the Transaction File 
as being a U.S. transaction, in which the currency of the transaction is U.S. dollars 
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and the bank account of the entity 102a is in the U.S., or an international 
transaction, in which the currency is not U.S. dollars and/or the bank account of 
the entity 102a is not in the U.S., in Step 206. The Platform 104 generates a Basic 
Funding File comprising a respective Detail Record corresponding to a 
transaction, including an identifier to classify the transaction as a U.S. or 
international transaction. In addition, each Detail Record includes a cash value for 
the amount of cash to be transferred in each respective transaction. The Basic 
Funding File preferably includes a total cash value for all the Detail Records. This 
total may be in a Trailer Record of the File, for example. (The format of the Basic 
Funding File is discussed further, below.) The Basic Funding File typically 
includes transactions from a plurality of entities 102a- 102n, for a particular time 
period. 

[0077] The TM 106 calculates hash totals of the Basic Funding File, in Step 304. 
Hash totals may be calculated by summing the monetary amounts in each Detail 
Record in the File and comparing that value to the total cash value for all Detail 
Records in the File. If the hash totals do not match, the File is rejected in Step 308 
and a Reject File is generated and sent to the Platform 104, in Step 310. The 
Platform 104 may then correct the File and send it back to the TM 106. If the hash 
totals match, a Confirmation File is generated and sent to the Platform 104, to 
inform the Platform that the Basic Funding File has been accepted for further 
processing, in Step 311. 

In contrast, Knight relates to an international banking system and method, wherein the 
files and formatting methodologies are either undefined or merely described as "appropriately 
formatted]." See Paragraphs [0011] and [0023]. Certain embodiments of the Applicants' 
claimed inventions can facilitate the comparison and possible rejection of a transaction file if a 
summed amount does not match with a total value of cash records. See paragraphs [0075] - 
[0077], Knight does not teach or disclose each and every element of the Applicants' amended 
claims, for example, claim 1 elements "receiving information related to the cash transfer, 
wherein the information is provided in a file comprising a respective record for each cash transfer 
and a total amount of the cash transfers in all the records; formatting the information into one of 
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a plurality of formats based, at least in part, on a location of the account; receiving the file; 
summing the amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each record; comparing the summed 
cash value to the total value; and rejecting the file if the summed value and the total value are 
different". 

For at least the above reasons, amended independent claims 1, 31, 41, and 50-51 should 
be allowable over the cited reference. In addition, dependent claims 2-8, 12-13, 32-33, 37-40, 
52-55, 59-60, and 70-71 are ultimately dependent from at least one of independent claims 1,31, 
41, and 50-51, for which arguments of patentability have been presented above. If the underlying 
independent claims are allowable over the cited reference, the respective dependent claims 
should also be allowable over the cited reference. 

The Office Action also rejected claims 1-2, 9-11, 14-25, 31-36, 41-52, 56-58, 61-69, and 
72-89 for anticipation in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0105710 to Barbara et al. 
("Barbara"), By the present amendment, independent claims 1, 31, 41, 46, 50-51, 72, 77, 81, 84, 
and 87 have been amended to clarify the scope of the claimed inventions. For example, claim 1 
has been amended to incorporate elements of former claim 17, including the elements "receiving 
information related to the cash transfe r, wherein the information is provided in a file comprising 
a respective record for each cash transfer and a total amount of the cash transfers in all the 
records ; formatting the information into one of a plurality of formats based, at least in part, on a 
location of the account; receiving the file; summing the amounts of some or all of the cash 
transfers in each record; comparing the summed cash value to the total value; and rejecting the 
file if the summed value and the total value are different ". (Underlining supplied). Claims 31, 
41, 46, 50-51, 72, 77, 81, 84, and 87 have been similarly amended. Support for these 
amendments is cited above. 

While Barbara may relate to a method and system for online payments, the portion of 
Barbara cited against former claim 17 appears to relate to ordering and processing an order for 
international checks, and routing remaining good orders to a check printing facility. See 
paragraphs [0098] - [0099]. The cited language from Barbara, "Worldlink 98 conducts edits on 
the file, kicks out rejects, and routes the remaining 'good' orders", does not relate to a money 
transfer, but instead appears to relate to processing an order to print international checks. Even 
reading Barbara in its entirety does not disclose or suggest the claimed invention of claim 17, 
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including at least the elements, "The method of claim 1 , wherein the information relates to a 
plurality of cash transfers, and the information is provided in a file comprising a respective 
record for each cash transfer and a total amount of the cash transfers in all the records, the 
method comprising: receiving the file; summing the amounts of the cash transfers in each record; 
comparing the summed cash value to the total value; and rejecting the file if the summed value 
and the total value are different." For at least the above reasons, amended independent claims 1 , 
31, 41, 46, 50-51, 72, 77, 81, 84, and 87 should be allowable over the cited reference. In 
addition, dependent claims 2, 9-1 1, 14-25, 32-36, 42-45, 47-49, 52, 56-58, 61-69, and 73-76, 78- 
80, 82-83, 85-86, and 88-89 are ultimately dependent from at least one of independent claims 1, 
31, 41, 46, 50-51, 72, 77, 81, 84, and 87, for which arguments of patentability have been 
presented above. If the underlying independent claims are allowable over the cited reference, the 
respective dependent claims should also be allowable over the cited reference. 

Furthermore, the Office Action rejected claims 1 and 26-29 for anticipation in view of 
U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0161707 to Cole et al. ("Co/e"). By the present amendment, 
independent claim 1 has been amended to clarify the scope of the claimed invention. As 
explained above, claim 1 has been amended to incorporate elements of former claim 17, 
including the elements "receiving information related to the cash transfer , wherein the 
information is provided in a file comprising a respective record for each cash transfer and a total 
amount of the cash transfers in all the records ; formatting the information into one of a plurality 
of formats based, at least in part, on a location of the account; receiving the file; summing the 
amounts of some or all of the cash transfers in each record; comparing the summed cash value to 
the total value; and rejecting the file if the summed value and the total value are different ". 
(Underlining supplied). Support for these amendments is cited above. 

In contrast, Cole relates to a multi-currency escrow service for web-based transactions, 
wherein the files and formatting methodologies are markedly different than those described by 
the Applicants' claimed invention. See paragraphs [0003]-[0004], [0013], [0015], and [0068]. 
Certain embodiments of the Applicants' claimed inventions can facilitate the comparison and 
possible rejection of a transaction file if a summed amount does not match with a total value of 
cash records. See paragraphs [0075] - [0077]. Cole does not teach or disclose each and every 
element of the Applicants' amended claims, for example, claim 1 elements "receiving 
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information related to the cash transfer, wherein the information is provided in a file comprising 
a respective record for each cash transfer and a total amount of the cash transfers in all the 
records; formatting the information into one of a plurality of formats based, at least in part, on a 
location of the account; receiving the file; summing the amounts of some or all of the cash 
transfers in each record; comparing the summed cash value to the total value; and rejecting the 
file if the summed value and the total value are different". 

For at least the above reasons, amended independent claim 1 should be allowable over the 
cited reference. In addition, dependent claims 26-29 are ultimately dependent from amended 
independent claim 1, for which arguments of patentability have been presented above. If the 
underlying independent claim is allowable over the cited reference, the respective dependent 
claims should also be allowable over the cited reference. 

Regarding claims 50-71, the Office Action rejected these claims as allegedly being 
inherent in the means of performing the methods of claims 1-49 and 87-89. By the present 
amendment, independent claims 1, 31, 41, 46, 50-51, 72, 77, 81, 84, and 87 have been amended 
to clarify the scope of the claimed inventions. For at least the above reasons provided with 
respect to the other cited references, the amended independent system claims 50-51 should not be 
inherent in view of the cited references, and should be allowable over the cited references. In 
addition, dependent claims 52-71 are ultimately dependent from amended independent claim 51, 
for which arguments of patentability have been presented above. If the underlying independent 
claim is allowable over the cited references, the respective dependent claims should also be 
allowable over the cited references. 
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CONCLUSION 



It is not believed that extensions of time or fees for addition of claims are required, 
beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. 
However, in the event that additional extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of 
this paper, such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 CFR § 1.136(a), and any fee required 
therefore (including fees for net addition of claims) is hereby authorized to be charged to Deposit 
Account No. 19-5029. 
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